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§ Recruitment	of	participants	crucial	for	the	success	of	studies

§ Difficultly	often	under-estimated

§ Find	the	right	people	at	the	right	time

§ Increasing	difficult	as	smoking	rates	decrease

§ Traditional	strategies:	“old	media”

§ Newspapers,	radio,	television,	(flyers)

§ Decreasing	“reach”	over	time

§ Broad—non-specific—audience		

Recruitment



§ Increasing	popularity	&	use

§ Facebook

§ Worldwide:	>1.7	billion	active	users

§ >1.5	billion	active	mobile	users

§ >4.7	billion	pieces	of	content	shared	daily

§ Twitter:	>315	million	active	users

§ Instagram:	>400	million	active	users

§ Attractive	target	for	advertisers,	including	researchers

§ Online	surveys	&	clinical	studies

Rise	of	social	media



Advantages	of	using	social	media	for	
recruitment	
§ Reach

§ Targeting	(e.g.,	geographic,	demographic)

§ Real-time	control	

§ Expenditure

§ Participant	flow

§ Better	conversion	rates?

§ Procedure	facilitates	self-screening?

§ Informed	contacts?

§ Cost	effective?



Social	Media:	Not	just	for	the	kids	anymore

§ Concerns	about	the	“reach”	of	social	media

§ Young,	well-educated	/	“tech	savvy”,	female	

§ Demographic	profile	becoming	more	diverse

§ >60%?!	of	Australian	have	a	Facebook	account

§ Average	Australian	user	now	>40	yrs old

§ Traditional	vs	Facebook:	Samples	well-matched	(Frandsen

et	al	2014)

§ Younger,	but	similar	smoking	characteristics

§ Needs	to	be	replicated



Objectives

§ Examine	conversion	rates

§ Screened,	eligible,	enrolled,	and	completed

§ Cost	per	participant

§ Compare	demographic	characteristics



Methods

§ Data	from	a	recently	

completed	RCT

§ Sample:	Interested	

quitters

§ Range	of	recruitment	

methods

§ Assessed	at	screening

§ Compared	endpoints	by	

recruitment	source

§ Traditional	vs	Facebook



Facebook	an	effective	recruitment	source	

§ ~55%	of	individuals	screened	heard	about	the	study	via	Facebook



Endpoints	by	recruitment	source

§ Social	media:

§ Lower	conversion	rates	at	all	time-points

§ More	cost	effective	for	finding	eligible	participants

§ BUT:	Less	cost	effective	for	later	endpoints	



Visiting	our	website	didn’t	aid	conversion



Participants	recruited	via	Facebook	similar	to	
those	recruited	using	traditional	methods			



Summary

§ Participants	recruited	via	Facebook	similar	to	those	recruited	

using	traditional	methods	

§ Younger

§ Less	confident	about	quitting	– spontaneous?

§ Lower	conversion	rates	with	social	media

§ Generate	interest,	but	not	commitment

§ People	do	not	appear	to	self-screen

§ Possible	to	drive		/	incentivise?	

Also	see:	Frandsen M,	Thow M,	Ferguson	SG	(2016).	JMIR	Res	Protoc;5(3):e161
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